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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 1 

OF 2 

KEITH MAJORS 3 

SPIRE MISSOURI, INC. 4 

CASE NO. GA-2026-0121 5 
and 6 

CASE NO. GO-2026-0122 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. My name is Keith Majors.  My business address is 615 E. 13th Street, 9 

Room 201, Kansas City, Missouri, 64106. 10 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 11 

A. I am a Utility Regulatory Audit Unit Supervisor employed by the Staff 12 

(“Staff”) of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”). 13 

Q. Are you the same Keith Majors who contributed to the Staff 14 

Recommendation filed in Case Nos. GA-2026-0121 and GO-2026-0122 (“Staff 15 

Recommendation”)? 16 

A. Yes, I contributed to the “Economic Feasibility of the Proposal” portion of 17 

the Staff Recommendation beginning on page 15.  18 

Q. What is your educational background and work experience? 19 

A. I attended Truman State University in Kirksville, Missouri, where I earned a 20 

Bachelor of Science degree in Accounting in 2007.  I have been employed by the 21 

Commission within the Auditing Department since June 2007. 22 
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Q. Have you previously filed testimony before this Commission? 1 

A. Yes.  A listing of the cases in which I have previously testified, or authored 2 

a Staff recommendation or memorandum, and the issues which I addressed in those 3 

filings, is attached as Schedule KM-r1 to this rebuttal testimony. 4 

Q. What knowledge, skills, experience, training and education do you have in 5 

the areas of which you are testifying here? 6 

A. I have acquired knowledge of the ratemaking and regulatory process 7 

through my employment with the Commission and through my assignments in numerous 8 

prior rate cases.  I have assisted, conducted, and supervised audits and examinations of 9 

the books and records of public utility companies operating within the state of Missouri.  10 

I have participated in examinations of electric, industrial steam, natural gas, water, and 11 

sewer utilities, and participated in in-house and outside training and seminars on 12 

technical and general ratemaking matters while employed by the Commission. 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 14 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to support and sponsor the Staff 15 

Memorandum filed in these cases on March 23, 2026, which is attached as Confidential 16 

Schedule KM-r2.  My rebuttal testimony also addresses some portions of the direct 17 

testimony of Spire Missouri witness Eric A. Bouselli.  18 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 

Q.  What is Staff’s response to Spire Missouri’s requests in this case?1 2 

A.  Staff recommends denial of the Application because Spire Missouri has not 3 

demonstrated that the project is needed to provide safe, adequate, or reliable utility 4 

service, or that its substantial incremental costs are justified by corresponding benefits 5 

to Spire Missouri customers, and consequently the Certificate of Convenience and 6 

Necessity (“CCN”) request is not in the public interest.  7 

The biogas upgrading facility (“the Project”) at Kansas City Water’s (“KC Water”) 8 

Blue River Wastewater Treatment Plant (“WWTP”) primarily addresses KC Water’s need 9 

to dispose of wastewater biogas and remedy environmental-compliance concerns.  10 

Under the proposed arrangement, KC Water, and ultimately the citizens of Kansas City, 11 

receives significant compliance and environmental benefits while Spire Missouri 12 

customers bear the Project’s capital costs, operating expenses, economic risks, and 13 

pay **  **.  The Project 14 

therefore does not constitute an economically justified improvement in utility service and 15 

does not promote the public interest in its present form. 16 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 17 

Q.  What are the overall recommendations detailed in the Staff Memorandum 18 

dated March 23, 2026, filed in Case Nos. GA-2026-0121 and GO-2026-0122? 19 

 
1 Case Nos. GA-2026-0121 and GO-2026-0122 were consolidated by the Commission, with GA-2026-0121 
being the lead case.     
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A.  Staff recommends denial of Spire’s CCN Application and denial of 1 

Spire Missouri’s Renewable Natural Gas (“RNG”) Program Application.  The Project 2 

appears to have originated in response to KC Water’s need to beneficially utilize biogas 3 

generated at Blue River WWTP rather than flare the gas.  This purported initial need for 4 

KC Water’s biogas disposition and beneficial use is materially different from a utility need 5 

for new system supply, new capacity, improved reliability, or ordinary customer service 6 

growth, for example.  Spire Missouri has not demonstrated a need for the service or that 7 

the service would be an improvement justifying its cost. 8 

Q.  Beginning on page 15 of his direct testimony, Mr. Bouselli states his 9 

disagreement with Staff’s approach in evaluating this CCN, and he reaffirms 10 

Spire Missouri’s belief that the Project is economically feasible.  Is the service provided 11 

for the project economically justified? 12 

A.  No.  Staff examined the cost model prepared by Spire Missouri for 13 

cost justification of the Project.  This model calculates the levelized cost of gas2 over 14 

the 20-year life span of the project.  Said a different way, this model calculates the 15 

revenue requirement of the project that would be included in the cost of service in future 16 

Spire Missouri rate cases3 should the Commission approve Spire Missouri’s application 17 

and all the costs are included in the cost of service.   18 

 
2 As stated in Footnote 14 of the Direct Testimony of Eric A. Bouselli, “[t]he levelized cost of gas is a cost 
per MMBTU measure that looks at the capital cost, fixed and variable O&M costs, and other costs, including 
rate of return, as well as offsetting revenues associated with the generated RNG over the life of the Project.”  
3 The revenue requirement calculation would not differ greatly if Spire Missouri received cost recovery 
through traditional cost of service or through a Renewable Natural Gas Rate Adjustment Mechanism 
(“RNGRAM”).  
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Q.  What is the levelized cost of gas over the life span of the project? 1 

A.  Using Spire Missouri’s model inputs, the Average Project Life Gas Cost4 per 2 

MMBTU (“million British Thermal Units”) is **    **.  This is the actual cost of the 3 

natural gas entering Spire Missouri system and flowing to customers.  The avoided cost 4 

of gas used by Spire Missouri is **    **.  The average net cost of gas over the 20-year 5 

life of the project is **    **.   6 

Q.  Is it correct to state that the net cost of gas is Staff’s primary concern with 7 

the Project, and consequently a primary reason for recommending the Commission deny 8 

Spire Missouri’s application? 9 

A.  Yes.   10 

Q.  Does Staff have recommended changes to Spire’s economic analysis? 11 

A.  Yes.  These recommended changes consequently change the cost of gas 12 

over the life of the project.  13 

Q.  Please describe Staff’s recommended changes.  14 

A.  Staff recommends the following changes or corrections to the analysis: 15 

• Inclusion of a 3% construction adder to the capital costs; 16 

• Removal of Investment Tax Credit (“ITC”) from capital costs, replace with 17 

amortization of ITC to reduce income tax expense over 20 years; and 18 

• Corrected property tax base, and book and tax depreciation bases for the 19 

above changes 20 

 
4 A term equivalent to the aforementioned levelized cost of gas.  
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Q.  On page 5 of Schedule EAB-D-3 attached to Mr. Bouselli’s direct testimony, 1 

Mr. Bouselli notes that construction expenditure estimates updated through March 2026 2 

are generally in line with those provided to Staff.  Does Staff still recommend increasing 3 

construction expenditures? 4 

A.  Yes.  Inflation has tempered, but is still impacting the costs of doing 5 

business.  The latest inflation figures from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (“BLS”) indicate 6 

inflation of 2.6%5 in the 12 months ending June 2026.  Commodities less food and 7 

energy experienced 0.8% inflation and services less energy services experienced 3.2% 8 

inflation during the same time period.  The completion of the project and flow of gas to 9 

customers is to occur during the 1st quarter of 2027.  For every 1% of project costs 10 

increase, the cost of gas increases approximately **    ** per MMBTU.  11 

Q.  Concerning the treatment of the ITC, how do Staff and Spire Missouri differ? 12 

A.  Spire Missouri included the ITC as a reduction to both the property tax base 13 

and the base on which book depreciation is calculated.  Staff believes the ITC should not 14 

be viewed as a direct impact to the capital expenditures.6  Allowance for Funds Used 15 

During Construction (“AFUDC”) calculations do not take into account reductions for ITC, 16 

nor are the assessed property taxes reduced due to ITC.  Additionally, Spire Missouri 17 

removed the ITC when calculating the rate base valuation for ratemaking purposes.  18 

Unamortized ITC is not typically used to offset rate base in rate cases, rather it is 19 

amortized over the life of the underlying asset and reduces annual income tax expense in 20 

 
5 All Items, less food and energy.  
6 ITCs have the potential of being “monetized” or sold to a third party at a discount for cash.  If the ITCs were 
monetized, there is potential for a direct reduction of capital costs.  
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the cost of service.  Staff’s recommendations concerning the ITC modelling increase the 1 

cost of gas.   2 

The property tax base and the book and tax depreciation bases differences 3 

impacts are the results of Staff’s recommended changes.  For example, an increase 4 

in the construction costs increases the property tax base, and book and tax 5 

depreciation bases.   6 

Q.  With Staff’s recommended changes to Spire Missouri’s economic 7 

feasibility study, what is the estimated levelized cost of gas? 8 

A.  With Staff’s changes to Spire Missouri’s analysis, the estimated levelized 9 

average cost of gas over the 20-year life of the project is **  ** per MMBTU. 10 

The estimated levelized average cost of gas with consideration of avoided gas costs is 11 

**    ** per MMBTU.   12 

Q.  How does the economic analysis for this CCN differ from other recent 13 

Spire CCNs? 14 

A.  Typical CCN requests involve territory expansions or specific line 15 

extensions.  These requests typically include a feasibility study not unlike the analysis 16 

provided with this application.  These territory expansions and line extensions are 17 

generally feasible only if there exists a positive rate of return considering all construction 18 

costs, cost of capital, and operations and maintenance expenses.  In contrast, since the 19 

RNG system at the Blue River WWTP **   20 

  **.  21 
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Q.  When evaluating CCN applications, how has the Commission historically 1 

evaluated natural gas CCN requests? 2 

A.  Other than the aforementioned line extensions and territory expansions, 3 

the most comparable requests were those CCN applications for the establishment of 4 

new natural gas service to southern Missouri where customers did not historically have 5 

access to natural gas.  These applications began in the early 1990s.  At the time, those 6 

customers relied on electric and propane for their energy needs.  The Tartan case, Case 7 

No. GA-94-127, which established the Tartan criteria referenced by Spire Missouri and 8 

Staff was one of those expansion cases.  9 

Q. Can you explain the relevance of these cases to the current request? 10 

A.  The gas expansion cases were contested by both Staff and the incumbent 11 

propane providers.  Most of the opposition was based on over-optimistic natural gas 12 

conversion rates and under-estimation of construction costs.  Both of these factors made 13 

the proposed expansion un-economic.  To protect both the new customers and 14 

established customers elsewhere in the system, if applicable, the utility in the Tartan 15 

case stipulated with the parties as to consumer protections.  In the Stipulation and 16 

Agreement in the Tartan case, Case No. GA-94-127, the parties agreed to a certain level 17 

of revenues and a 50/50 sharing of propane to natural gas conversion expenses.  If the 18 

natural gas conversion rates, and consequently revenues, were less than projected, 19 

revenues would be imputed so as to not adversely affect the customers that did convert 20 

in a future rate case.  If conversion expenses exceeded a set level, those costs would be 21 

borne by shareholders.   22 
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As noted by the Commission in Case No. GA-94-325,7 on page 6 of the Report 1 

and Order: 2 

UtiliCorp itself, an approximate billion dollar company, has 3 
operated as a regulated utility successfully in Missouri and other 4 
regulated venues, since the 1940s.  In regard to its desire to serve 5 
the Rolla area and its attending feasibility estimates for doing so, 6 
some weight must be given to the size and experience of UtiliCorp 7 
and MPS.  In addition, should the Staff's position prove to be more 8 
accurate and MPS be mistaken in its analysis of the economic 9 
viability of this project, the financial stability of Utilicorp's operation 10 
in Missouri will not be jeopardized by the mistake.  Both Staff and 11 
Company's positions on the feasibility of the project are based upon 12 
estimates.  The Commission finds that Company's estimates are as 13 
reasonable as Staff's and, since MPS bears most of the risk if it has 14 
underestimated the economic feasibility of the project, the 15 
public benefit outweighs the potential for underestimating these 16 
costs. [Emphasis added.] 17 

In that case, and in most of the other natural gas expansion cases, the risk of 18 

the economic feasibility fell to the utility.  In the instant case, the Project is 19 

economically infeasible from its inception, and **  20 

 **.   21 

Q.   **  **, and customers will be paying a 22 

premium for the gas produced, what is the real benefit of the Project? 23 

A.  Overall, this Project benefits KC Water far more than Spire Missouri’s 24 

customers and is essentially subsidizing costs which otherwise would be the 25 

responsibility of KC Water.   26 

 
7 In the Matter of the Application of Utilicorp United, Inc. d/b/a Missouri Public Service, for Permission, 
Approval and a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity Authorizing it to Construct, Install, Own, Operate, 
Control, Manage and Maintain a Gas Distribution System for the Public in the City of Rolla, Missouri and the 
Surrounding Incorporated Area Located in Phelps County, Missouri.    
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Q.  How is Spire Missouri’s arrangement with KC Water subsidizing KC Water? 1 

A.  Attached to Mr. Bouselli’s direct testimony as Schedule EAB-D-4 is a letter 2 

from the City of Kansas City’s8 City Manager’s office sent in support of Spire Missouri’s 3 

direct testimony.  In that letter, the City of Kansas City notes that the City of Kansas City, 4 

through KC Water, provides two aspects of the project: (1) the raw biogas from the 5 

sewage digesters, and (2) the land adjacent to the treatment plant in the form of a lease 6 

to Spire Missouri for the term of the project.  In return, the City of Kansas City has its 7 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources (“MODNR”) Notice of Violation for excess 8 

sulfur dioxide emissions fixed for it, thus avoiding substantial capital costs, and also 9 

receives a percentage of the environmental attribute benefits.  The only risk to the City of 10 

Kansas City is the obligation of payment of a $0.015 per cubic foot of raw biogas not 11 

delivered below the minimum amount identified by Spire Missouri.   12 

On the other hand, Spire Missouri customers will be responsible for all the 13 

capital costs, the O&M9 costs and reduced environmental benefits, and pay more than 14 

**  ** over the term of the Project.  15 

Q.  On page 12 of Mr. Bouselli’s direct testimony, he notes Kansas City’s 16 

support for the Project.  Who is the primary beneficiary of the Project?   17 

A.  KC Water overall is the primary beneficiary.  As Mr. Bouselli noted, 18 

Spire Missouri did not initiate the project, rather KC Water saw a problem it had, and saw 19 

a need for the Project.  As noted in the October 25, 2023, “Presentation to the 20 

 
8 City of Kansas City representing the interests of KC Water, as KC Water is a department of City of Kansas City.   
9 Operation & Maintenance Expenses (O&M). 
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Transportation, Infrastructure, and Operations Committee” of the Kansas City city 1 

council, “No Public funds will be used for the design, construction, operation and 2 

maintenance of this facility.”10 3 

In this same presentation, a competing bid was noted as received from Anaergia 4 

Technologies, LLC (“Anaergia”), a non-regulated third party.  Spire Missouri’s bid was 5 

considered superior in part because the environmental attribute revenue sharing from 6 

Spire Missouri was 23% versus 15% for Anaergia, and the shortfall payment for 7 

undelivered raw biogas was $0.015 to Spire Missouri versus $0.017 to Anaergia.  The Spire 8 

Missouri proposal was considered superior on both these aspects as it was more 9 

lucrative to KC Water.  At the time of the Project evaluation, the design and construction 10 

cost was $19,869,40011 as compared to the current estimate of **  **.  11 

Spire Missouri has the advantage of socializing the costs of the Project through its captive 12 

ratepayers, whereas Anergia does not have this advantage.  As Staff does not have access 13 

to Anaergia’s proposal to KC Water, Staff is not aware of any additional advantages the 14 

Spire Missouri proposal had over Anaergia’s proposal.  15 

Q. Although Spire Missouri has partnered with KC Water on this Project, 16 

does the City of Kansas City support Spire Missouri’s ongoing business model as natural 17 

gas utility?  18 

 
10 https://kansascity.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6373480&GUID=E965D18A-AAFC-4FAB-
A0CD-CA2516905ABF. 
11 As noted in the City of Kansas City, Missouri Docket Memo 230891, published in relation to the 
October 25, 2023 meeting of the Transportation, Infrastructure, and Operations Committee.   
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A.  Not exactly.  Various aspects the Kansas City, Missouri “Climate Protection 1 

& Resiliency Plan” published in September 202212 favor “clean energy” over the use of 2 

natural gas in municipal facilities.  Excerpts from this document include:  3 

B-1.4: Increase energy efficiency of municipal facilities. 4 
Building emissions account for 86% of municipal GHG emissions, 5 
so continuing to work to reduce building energy use is an important 6 
step toward zero emissions from municipal operations by 2030. 7 
Phasing out natural gas use should be a key focus of these energy 8 
efficiency measures as the City works to source all electricity from 9 
renewable energy sources.13 10 

SHORT-TERM ACTIONS 11 
Immediate (2022 or already underway) 12 
• B-4.1: Require all new City buildings to be all-electric and electrify 13 
existing City buildings.  All new construction projects for City 14 
facilities should be all-electric to help the City meet its carbon 15 
neutral goal as the City works to source all electricity from 16 
renewable energy sources through action E-4.1.  By building all 17 
electric now, the City will see significant cost savings as compared 18 
to retrofitting buildings to all-electric systems later.  The City should 19 
not install new gas-powered equipment in existing City facilities, but 20 
instead transition to electric versions with the goal of electrifying all 21 
City facilities by 2030.14 22 

The City of Kansas City’s desire to eliminate natural gas use is not limited to municipal 23 

buildings: 24 

STRATEGY B-4: PROMOTE EQUITABLE BUILDING 25 
DECARBONIZATION 26 
City will establish an Equitable Building Decarbonization Program to 27 
update existing building heating, water heating, and cooking 28 
systems to run on clean energy instead of natural gas.  The use of 29 
natural gas for heating space and water, as well as cooking in 30 
buildings represents 17% of our community’s GHG emissions.  With 31 
the drive toward 100% renewable electricity, this eliminates GHG 32 
emissions that would be produced by these systems and eliminates 33 

 
12Accessible at: https://www.kcmo.gov/city-hall/departments/city-manager-s-office/office-of-
environmental-quality/climate-action. 
13 Kansas City Missouri Climate Resiliency Plan, page 66.   
14 Ibid, page 71.   
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indoor air pollutants such as carbon monoxide and particulate 1 
matter that can worsen asthma and allergies (reference omitted)15 2 

Q.  On page 17 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Bouselli notes that other 3 

utilities have varying costs profiles per MMBtu for various sources of supply.  Do you have 4 

a response? 5 

A.  I would note that electric utilities in the state are subject to the Renewable 6 

Energy Standard which requires no less than 15% of electricity from renewable resources 7 

after 2021.  As Mr. Bouselli noted, the cost of electricity from various resources is quite 8 

diverse.  On the other hand, gas utilities have no such requirement for resource diversity.  9 

Q.  Is Staff generally opposed to additions of renewable resources to the 10 

portfolios of Missouri investor-owned utilities? 11 

A. No.  Staff recognizes that gas utilities that provide service in Missouri 12 

should be evaluating the move to more renewables as energy needs are identified; 13 

however, Staff is opposed to utilities continuing to add gas resources to rate base without 14 

proper justification.   15 

Q.  Please summarize your rebuttal testimony.  16 

A.  As shown by Spire Missouri’s own analysis, this Project does not meet the 17 

economic feasibility standard of the Tartan criteria.  The Project benefits KC Water 18 

customers while being subsidized by Spire Missouri customers.  The Commission should 19 

reject Spire Missouri’s application.   20 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 21 

A. Yes it does. 22 

 
15 Ibid, page 70.  





Keith Majors 
Case Participation 

Cases to which I have been assigned and have filed testimony, Staff report, or 
memorandum are shown in the following table: 

Utility Case Number Issues Exhibits

Evergy Metro ER-2026-0143 Allocations, Pensions, 
OPEB Direct Testimony 

Spire Missouri GR-2026-0133 ISRS Staff Memorandum 

Spire Missouri GA-2026-0121 & 
GO-2026-0122 CCN Staff Memorandum

Spire Missouri GR-2025-0206 ISRS Staff Memorandum 

Spire Missouri GR-2025-0107 Revenue Requirement, 
Plant Investment Direct Testimony 

Spire Missouri GR-2025-0026 ISRS Staff Memorandum 
Ameren Missouri 

Gas GR-2024-0369 Policy Rebuttal

Ameren Missouri 
Electric ER-2024-0319 Rush Island, Storm Costs Direct Testimony 

Evergy West ER-2024-0189 Transmission Expense, 
Plant Investment 

Direct, Rebuttal, 
Surrebuttal 
Testimony 

Spire Missouri GA-2024-0257 CCN Staff Memorandum 

Ameren Missouri 
Electric EF-2024-0021 Policy, Retired Plant 

Securitization 

Rebuttal, 
Surrebuttal 
Testimony 

Confluence 
Rivers 

WR-2023-0006 & 
SR-2023-0007  

Policy, Revenue 
Requirement 

Direct, Rebuttal, 
and Surrebuttal 

Testimony 

Ameren Missouri 
Electric ER-2022-0337 Revenues, Allocations, 

Bad Debt, Rush Island 

Direct, Rebuttal, 
and Surrebuttal 

Testimony 
Spire Missouri GO-2022-0171 ISRS Staff Memorandum 

Evergy Metro 
and Evergy West 

ER-2022-0129 & 
ER-2022-0130 

Revenues, Jurisdictional 
Allocations, Bad Debt, 

Sibley Retirement 

Direct, Rebuttal, 
Surrebuttal 
Testimony 

Ameren Missouri 
Gas and Electric 

ER-2021-0240 & 
GR-2021-0241 Facilities Transactions Surrebuttal 

Testimony 

Case No. GA-2026-0121 / GO-2026-0122 
Schedule KM-r1, Page 1 of 3
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Utility Case Number Issues Exhibits

Spire Missouri GR-2021-0108 Corporate Allocations, 
Rate Case Expense 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 
MAWC   SA-2021-0074 CCN Staff Memorandum 

Evergy Metro 
and Evergy West EO-2021-0032  Various Staff Report 

Spire Missouri GO-2021-0030 & 
GO-2021-0031 ISRS Staff Memorandum

Raytown Water WR-2020-0264 Various Staff Memorandum 
Summit Natural 

Gas GA-2020-0251 CCN Staff Memorandum

Liberty Utilities WM-2020-0174 CCN Staff Memorandum 
Missouri 

American Water 
Company 
(MAWC) 

WA-2019-0366 CCN Staff Memorandum

Ameren Missouri 
Electric ER-2019-0335  Allocations, Affiliation 

Transactions Staff Report 

MAWC CCN SA-2019-0367 CCN Staff Memorandum 
United Services  SA-2019-0161 CCN Staff Memorandum 

KCP&L & KCP&L 
GMO 

ER-2018-0145 & 
ER-2018-0146 

Synergy and Transition 
Costs Analysis, 

Transmission Revenue 
and Expense 

Staff Report 

Laclede Gas and 
Missouri Gas 

Energy 

GR-2017-0215 & 
GR-2017-0216 

Synergy and Transition 
Costs Analysis, Corporate 

Allocations 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 

KCP&L & KCP&L 
GMO 

ER-2016-0156 & 
ER-2016-0285 

Income Taxes, Pension & 
OPEB 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 
KCP&L & KCP&L 

GMO EO-2016-0124 Pensions, Rate 
Comparison Staff Report 

KCP&L & KCP&L 
GMO EC-2015-0309 Affiliate Transactions, 

Allocations 
Surrebuttal 
Testimony 

KCP&L ER-2014-0370 Income Taxes, Pension & 
OPEB, Revenues 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 

Case No. GA-2026-0121 / GO-2026-0122 
Schedule KM-r1, Page 2 of 3
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Utility Case Number Issues Exhibits

KCP&L EU-2015-0094 DOE Nuclear Waste Fund 
Fees Direct Testimony 

KCP&L EU-2014-0255 Construction Accounting Rebuttal Testimony 
Veolia Kansas 

City HR-2014-0066 Income Taxes, Revenues, 
Corporate Allocations Staff Report 

Missouri Gas 
Energy GR-2014-0007 

Corporate Allocations, 
Pension & OPEB, Incentive 

Compensation, Income 
Taxes 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 

Missouri Gas 
Energy ISRS GO-2013-0391 ISRS Staff Memorandum

KCP&L & KCP&L 
GMO 

ER-2012-0174 & 
ER-2012-0175 

Acquisition Transition 
Costs, Fuel, Legal and 

Rate Case Expense 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 
Missouri Gas 
Energy ISRS GO-2011-0269 ISRS Staff Memorandum

Noel Water Sale 
Case WO-2011-0328 Sale Case Evaluation Staff 

Recommendation 

KCP&L & KCP&L 
GMO 

ER-2010-0355 & 
ER-2010-0356 

Acquisition Transition 
Costs, Rate Case Expense 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 
KCP&L 

Construction 
Audit & 

Prudence 
Review 

EO-2010-0259 AFUDC, Property Taxes Staff Report 

KCP&L, KCP&L 
GMO, & KCP&L 
GMO – Steam 

ER-2009-0089, 
ER-2009-0090, & 

HR-2009-0092 

Payroll, Employee 
Benefits, Incentive 

Compensation 

Staff Report, 
Rebuttal, 

Surrebuttal 

Trigen Kansas 
City HR-2008-0300 

Fuel Inventories, Rate 
Base Items, Rate Case 
Expense, Maintenance 

Staff Report 

Spokane 
Highlands Water 

Company  
WR-2008-0314 Plant, CIAC Staff 

Recommendation 

Missouri Gas 
Energy ISRS GO-2008-0113 ISRS Staff Memorandum

Case No. GA-2026-0121 / GO-2026-0122 
Schedule KM-r1, Page 3 of 3
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Missouri Public Service Commission 
Official Case File, Case Nos. GA-2026-0121and GO-2026-0122 
Spire Missouri, Inc. 

FROM: Seoung Joun Won, PhD. – Financial Analysis Department 
Kathleen A. McNelis, PE – Safety Engineering Department 
Chad Stephenson, PE – Water, Sewer, Gas, & Steam Department 
David M. Sommerer – Procurement Analysis Department 
Jadon Stafford – Water, Sewer, Gas, & Steam Department 
Melissa J. Reynolds – Water, Sewer, Gas, & Steam Department 
Keith Majors – Auditing Department 

/s/ Melissa J. Reynolds  03/23/2026  
Case Manager Date 

SUBJECT: Staff Recommendation for Denial of Certificate of Convenience and 
Necessity and Denial of Renewable Natural Gas Program 

DATE:  March 23, 2026 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On November 5, 2025, Spire Missouri, Inc., d/b/a Spire (“Spire”) filed an application with the 
Commission requesting a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (“CCN”) to construct, 
install, own, operate, maintain, and otherwise control and manage equipment and facilities 
for the production, processing, pipeline interconnection, and distribution of renewable 
natural gas in the Kansas City, Missouri, area (the “CCN Application” or the “Project”). Spire 
also requested a waiver from the notice provisions of Commission Rule 20 CSR 
4240.4.017(1).  Also on November 5, 2025, Spire filed an application with the Commission 
for approval of a Renewable Natural Gas (“RNG”) program, pursuant to Section 386.895 of 
the Revised Statutes of Missouri (“RSMo”), and Commission Rules 20 CSR 4240-2.060 and 
20 CSR 4240-40.100 (the “Program Application”).  Spire also requested a waiver from the 
notice provisions of Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-4.017(1). 

On November 6, 2025, the Commission issued in both cases an Order Directing 
Notice, Setting Intervention Deadline, and Directing Staff Recommendation (“Orders”). 
The Orders directed Staff to file its recommendation(s) regarding Spire’s Application(s) or 
an alternative pleading on when it expects to file a recommendation no later than 
December 22, 2025. No applications to intervene were filed in either case by the 
January 5, 2026, intervention deadline(s). 
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On December 19, 2025, Staff filed in both cases its Status Report and Motion for Extension 
of Time to File Staff Recommendation, in which Staff requested an extension to March 23, 
2026.  On December 30, 2025, the Commission granted Staff’s motion in both cases and 
ordered Staff to file a recommendation or a status report no later than March 23, 2026.  

As explained in more detail in this  Memorandum, Staff recommends denial of Spire’s CCN 
Application and denial of Spire’s Program Application. The Project appears to have 
originated in response to Kansas City’s and KC Water’s need to beneficially utilize biogas 
generated at the Blue River Wastewater Treatment Plant (“Blue River WWTP”) rather than 
flare the gas.  This purported initial need for KC Water’s biogas disposition and beneficial 
use is materially different from a utility need for new system supply, new capacity, improved 
reliability, or ordinary customer service growth, for example.  Spire has not demonstrated a 
need for the service or that the service would be an improvement justifying its cost.  

CASE BACKGROUND 

According to the CCN Application, Spire proposes to construct, install, own, operate, 
maintain, and otherwise control and manage equipment and facilities for the production, 
processing, pipeline interconnection, and distribution of RNG. The Project will consist 
of construction of a biogas upgrading facility, a gas meter and regulation interconnect, 
and a transmission pipeline to Spire’s distribution system – all of which would be 
constructed/installed in Jackson County, Missouri.  The Project would capture 
biogas generated by a City of Kansas City, Missouri, (“Kansas City” or “City”) wastewater 
treatment plant, clean the biogas, and inject the resulting RNG into Spire’s western 
distribution system.   

Background of Spire 

Spire is a “gas corporation” incorporated under the laws of the State of Missouri and 
a  “public utility” as those terms are defined in Section 386.020 and 393.1009(4), RSMo. 
Spire is a Missouri corporation in good standing, as evidenced by a Certificate of Good 
Standing submitted in prior case, Case No. GF-2025-0053. Spire is engaged in distributing 
and transporting natural gas to customers in many counties in Missouri as well as the 
City of St. Louis. 

Spire has separate distribution systems for Spire West and Spire East regions.  Spire West, 
the distribution system that would receive any RNG produced as part of this project, 
transports natural gas to approximately 542,000 customers, about 507,456 customers 
being residential.  Spire West customers can be found in the Counties of Andrew, Barry, 
Barton, Buchanan, Carroll, Cass, Cedar, Christian, Clay, Clinton, Cooper, Dade, DeKalb, 
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Greene, Henry, Howard, Jackson, Jasper, Johnson, Lafayette, Lawrence, McDonald, 
Moniteau, Newton, Pettis, Platte, Ray, Saline, Stone, and Vernon.  

Background of Kansas City Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Kansas City, through its Water Services Department (“KC Water”), issued a public request 
of interest to beneficially utilize the biogas generated by the KC Water’s Blue River WWTP in 
late 2021 and a subsequent request for proposal on October 20, 2022, for 
Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain (“DBFOM”) approach to project delivery. Spire 
submitted a copy of its March 10, 2023, proposal to Staff, with an estimated construction 
cost of **    ** and supplying **    ** of gross revenue from gas sales to 
Kansas City.  Spire was ultimately awarded the contract in October 2023 and received the 
notice to proceed with work on December 22, 2023.  Spire provided to Staff the Biogas Use 
Application Project Agreement (the “Agreement”) entered into by Spire and Kansas City.1  

According to the Blue River WWTP National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit 
MO-0024911, this is a 105 million gallons per day (“MGD”) facility that discharges treated 
effluent into the Missouri River. It serves Jackson County. KC Water has modified the 
Blue River WWTP by upgrading the solids handling facility and making significant 
improvements needed to meet regulations and support process operations. The Blue River 
WWTP uses anaerobic digestion to stabilize biosolids, producing biogas as a byproduct that 
is currently flared.  

STAFF’S INVESTIGATION 

Staff reviewed the application, the technical design of the proposed biogas upgrading 
facility, the integration and connection with Spire’s existing distribution system, and gas 
quality monitoring and control.  

Project Description 
The project will be located at the Blue River WWTP with the City leasing a site at the 
Blue River WWTP to Spire to accommodate the construction and operation of the 
processing facility.  The facility will be owned and maintained by Spire and operated by Spire 
via a contract operator.  Biogas is mainly a mix of methane and carbon dioxide (“CO2”), with 
small amounts of water vapor and trace gases like hydrogen sulfide (“H2S”), ammonia, and 
siloxanes. Currently, the gas is combusted in a process called flaring.  Flares are subject to 
stack testing and subsequent testing to measure the sulfur content of the biogas vented.  
The proposed project will collect and upgrade the raw biogas that is currently flared into 
pipeline-quality RNG.  

1 Paragraph 8, The Application.
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Raw biogas will be routed to a new facility constructed by Spire on the treatment plant 
property to improve the quality of the gas, known as upgrading. The upgrading system will 
remove moisture, particulates, carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, and other trace 
contaminants. The upgraded gas will be transported by proposed new pipelines to two 
points of interconnection with Spire’s existing gas distribution system. The new pipeline 
facilities will include gas metering, pressure regulation, gas quality analyzers, odorization 
equipment, and a control valve to divert gas that does not meet the Commission’s gas 
quality standards to a flare. Construction for the plant will occur within the existing 
Blue River WWTP boundaries.2 

Biogas Upgrade Engineering Review 
Staff from the Water, Sewer, Gas and Steam Department reviewed the engineering design of 
the biogas cleaning and upgrading technology and found that the proposed system is 
consistent with accepted industry practices for RNG upgrading. The upgrading equipment 
is capable of producing gas that meets Spire’s gas quality specifications. The system 
includes redundancy for critical components. The two major project portions of the system 
are summarized in the following sections. 

Sewage Sludge Processing System Background 
Until recently, solids removed from the wastewater were dewatered and burned in 
incinerators, landfilled, or sent for land application. As of July 2020, the last remaining 
incinerator was shut down, which also eliminated a number of ongoing compliance issues 
with DNR air pollution regulations.3  KC Water now operates an enhanced solids digestion 
process. Odor-laden air is treated prior to being vented to the atmosphere. The thermally 
treated sludge is then transferred to two modified anaerobic digesters where biogas and 
biosolids are generated and transferred to a holding tank. Biogas from the holding tank is 
currently flared.4  

Renewable Natural Gas Conversion 
The proposed facility will utilize a combination of desulfurization and membrane-based 
upgrading technologies to convert raw digester gas into pipeline-quality methane. 
The system uses two primary technology platforms: a desulfurizer5 for hydrogen 
sulfide (“H2S”) removal, and a membrane upgrading system6 for methane enrichment 

2 Paragraph 10, The Application. 

3 Missouri Department of Natural Resources Inspection Report dated August 28, 2023. 
4  Permit Number 092025-006 Missouri Department of Natural Resources. 
5 Identified as a **    ** on page 156 of Appendix 1 – Complete, filed with Spire’s 
application in GA-2026-0121.
6 Identified as a **    ** on page 129 of Appendix 1 – Complete, filed with Spire’s 
application in GA-2026-0121. 
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and carbon dioxide separation. Together, these systems provide a complete treatment 
capable of producing RNG. 

Biogas Desulfurization 
Hydrogen sulfide must be removed from the biogas because it is toxic, corrosive, and 
environmentally harmful. Venting H2S to the atmosphere can pose serious health risks, 
cause equipment damage, and lead to odor complaints. The project will use a desulfurizer, 
which consists of a vertical, packed bed wet scrubber, an oxidation tank, and a settling tank.  
In the tower, a scrubbing liquid added at the top and iron media beds are utilized to 
neutralize and absorb toxic compounds from the biogas introduced into the bottom of the 
tower. The liquid phase containing soluble H2S products then reaches an adjacent tank 
where it is oxidized by air from a blower and a series of diffusers to convert H2S into less 
harmful byproducts like elemental sulfur or sulfate and water.  The liquid is then pumped 
back into the tower at the bottom for a second stage of scrubbing as it is pushed up to the 
top of the scrubber bed.  The desulfurized gas exiting the top of the unit is suitable for 
downstream polishing and upgrading.  The captured sulfur and other particulates are 
collected inside a settling tank for disposal.7 

Biogas Pre-Treatment and Conditioning 
After H2S removal, the gas undergoes additional conditioning steps to protect the upgrading 
membranes and ensure consistent performance. These steps include removal of moisture, 
and volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”) polishing.  Adsorption is the process by which 
molecules from a gas or liquid adhere to the surface of a solid material, such as activated 
carbon, without penetrating into its internal structure. In this process VOCs in the biogas are 
captured on the surface of activated carbon. Once adsorbed, the VOCs remain bound to the 
carbon until the media is replaced or regenerated, preventing them from entering 
downstream equipment and ensuring gas quality. These pre-treatment stages ensure that 
the gas entering the upgrading system is clean, dry, and free of contaminants that could 
reduce separation efficiency. 

Membrane Upgrading 
The core upgrading process will be performed by the **  ** system. 
After being desulphurized and pre-treated, compressed biogas is fed to an upgrading unit.  
This upgrading unit makes use of vacuum pressure, swing adsorption technology to remove 
carbon dioxide (“CO2”), nitrogen, oxygen and residual water from the gas stream.8  

7 Page 156 of Appendix 1 – Complete, filed with Spire’s Application in GA-2026-0121. 
8 Page 129 of Appendix 1 – Complete, filed with Spire’s Application in GA-2026-0121. 
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After membrane upgrading, the gas undergoes compression to the required injection 
pressure for Spire’s distribution system and final moisture removal utilizing a coalescing 
filter. The raw biogas production by the Blue River WWTP to the upgrading processes to form 
pipeline quality RNG is a continuous flow; therefore, no significant gas storage is necessary. 

DNR Permitting and Compliance Background 
Staff from the Water, Sewer, Gas and Steam Department reviewed the air compliance 
history of Blue River WWTP with MDNR for the previous five years from the date on which the 
Application(s) were filed.  Several violations were applicable to KC Water but they were not 
directly related to the stated implications for the RNG project.  

PIPELINES AND GAS QUALITY - SAFETY ENGINEERING ANALYSIS 

Proposed Pipeline Descriptions 

Spire is proposing to construct two interconnected pipelines to transport the RNG from the 
gas treatment facility to points of connection with Spire’s existing natural gas distribution 
system.  Spire filed a preliminary pipeline route map9 for these new pipelines with its 
application in Case No. GA-2026-0121.  This pipeline route map identifies the two proposed 
pipelines as “KCWW RNG” pipeline and “Spire Planned Pipeline”.  

The proposed KCWW RNG pipeline will be constructed of **  
 10  

 
. 11   

 
 12  ** Staff’s analysis of the pipe 

specification is provided in Confidential Appendix A to this Memorandum.  Staff finds that 
the planned KCWW RNG pipeline specifications are consistent with applicable commission 
rules for the proposed pipeline function and anticipated operating conditions.13  

9 Identified as Appendix 2b- Blue River WWTT RNG – Preliminary Pipeline Route Map.  An expanded view of this 
route is provided as Confidential Appendix B to this Memorandum. 
10 Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(2) sets forth material requirements for pipe.  Commission Rule 
20 CSR 4240-40.030(2)(C) sets forth minimum requirements for new steel pipe.  Pipe is qualified for use under 
this rule if was manufactured in accordance with a listed specification incorporated by reference in the rule.  
**    ** 
11 Information is from Spire’s Confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2. 
12 Information is from Spire’s Confidential response to Staff Data Request 0013. 
13 Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030 Section (2) – Materials.    
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At the point where RNG is transferred to the KCWW RNG pipeline, Spire stated that 
the anticipated gas temperature and pressure will be **  

 
 
 
 
 

 **, Staff finds it reasonable that the temperature of the RNG entering 
Spire’s natural gas distribution system will be between 40 and 100 degrees Fahrenheit, as 
required by Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030(J). 

The Spire Planned Pipeline shown in Confidential Appendix B to this Memorandum will be 
constructed of **  

 
 
 

  ** 

As shown in Confidential Appendix B, **   
 
 
 

 14   
 

  

 
 
  
 
 
 

  **   

Staff’s analysis of the pipe specification is provided in Confidential Appendix A to this 
Memorandum.  Staff finds that the Spire Planned Pipeline material specification is 

14 Information is from Spire’s Confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2.    
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consistent with applicable commission rules for the proposed pipeline function and 
anticipated operating conditions.15 

Spire provided a listing of other utilities and infrastructure that the pipelines will cross 
along this preliminary route.16  Staff has inferred that this listing is preliminary, due to 
notes on confidential drawings provided in response to Staff data requests that state: 
**   

 
  ** Staff notes that some of the crossings listed, such as the Linde liquid 

oxygen and nitrogen pipelines, may have cathodic protection. Cathodic protection is 
applied to steel pipelines to prevent external corrosion and is required by federal and 
Commission pipeline safety rules.17  In some circumstances, stray currents from a 
cathodic protection system can cause corrosion damage to other underground metallic 
structures that are nearby or crossed by a cathodically protected structure. In response to 
a Staff data request,18 Spire stated that **   

. **19  Staff’s concern regarding 
Spire’s planned pipeline route and use of **  

 
 
 

  ** 

Gas Quality Standards 

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030 sets forth the gas quality standards required for RNG 
delivered to customers in Missouri.  This rule requires monitoring of certain constituents and 
properties within the gas stream for evaluation of compliance with the gas quality 

15 Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030 Section (2) – Materials. 
16 Appendix 3 – Identified Crossings, filed with Spire’s application in GA-2026-0121. 
17 Federal rules pertaining to external corrosion control are in Subpart I of 49 CFR Part 192.  Commission rules 
pertaining to external corrosion control are in 20 CSR 4240-40.030 Section (9). 
18 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2. 
19 **   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  **
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standards, and the design, installation and operation of an isolation device that will prevent 
RNG from entering downstream pipelines when the RNG does not meet the quality 
standards. Staff reviewed the diagrams **   

  ** that were provided as a confidential attachment to Spire’s response 
to Staff Data Request 0009, and Spire’s responses to Staff data requests pertaining to gas 
monitoring and control.  Staff’s review of Spire’s preliminary design indicates that 
Spire intends to monitor and control gas impurity constituents and properties that are 
required to be monitored and controlled in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030, except 
for hydrogen and **  **. See Confidential Appendix C to 
this Memorandum for additional details regarding gas quality monitoring parameters that 
appear to be addressed within the preliminary design. 

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(E) requires that gas shall not contain more than 
400 parts per million hydrogen.   

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(L) requires that gas shall not contain any 
microbial organisms, active bacteria or bacterial agent capable of contributing to or causing 
corrosion or other operational problems where bacterial agents include sulfate reducing 
bacteria and acid producing bacteria.   

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030(11) requires that each gas utility receiving or 
transporting RNG shall provide, install, operate, maintain and continuously monitor sensors 
and testing equipment to determine if the quality of RNG meets the requirements of section 
(10) of the rule.   

With respect to hydrogen monitoring and control, Spire’s response to Staff Data 
Request 0022 states:  

Based on published literature and prior project experience, hydrogen 
is not expected to be encountered in wastewater treatment plant 
biogas and therefore RNG.  Furthermore, the City conducted raw 
biogas sampling and analysis through GTI Energy’s laboratory as part 
of the RFP process and hydrogen was not detected in the biogas. There 
are no current plans to monitor hydrogen. 

With respect to **  
  **, Spire’s response to 

Staff Data Request 0020.1 states:  

**   
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  ** 

Staff’s position is that to omit monitoring and control of a gas constituent or property listed 
in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030 Section (10), Spire will need a waiver from the 
provision of Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030 Section (11) which requires monitoring 
of these constituents and properties, and Section (12) which requires isolation of gas that 
does not meet the limits in Section (10) from the downstream gas distribution system.  
Therefore, if Spire does not intend to monitor for hydrogen or to **   

 
  ** in the RNG to be 

delivered to the distribution system, Spire will need to apply for and be granted a waiver. 
 

PURCHASED GAS ADJUSTMENT (PGA) AND ACTUAL COST ADJUSTMENT (ACA) IMPACTS  

Traditional Missouri Natural Gas Cost Procedure 

It is important to provide a background of how the typical PGA and ACA process works from 
a traditional acquisition of fossil based natural gas as compared to the RNG project in this 
case. Traditional fossil-based natural gas is typically delivered over Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) regulated high pressure interstate natural gas pipelines. 
The sources of this supply for Missouri Local Distribution Companies (“LDCs”) vary, 
with some supply coming from Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas.  Another supply source is 
from the Marcellus Shale areas, while additional supply can be sourced from Louisiana.  
The Commission regulated LDCs typically buy the supply from natural gas marketers 
and transport the supply from the production areas to the LDC’s distribution system at 
the city-gate or point where the interstate pipeline interconnects with the LDC’s 
distribution system. 

Although an oversimplification, LDCs like Spire will usually require a certain amount of 
“baseload” supply that flows evenly, each day of a particular month.  The other supply that 
LDCs typically procure can be characterized as a daily supply either procured as a spot 
market supply or as a firm “swing” supply that can move up and down based upon the LDC’s 
demands.  Again, although somewhat of an overgeneralization, baseload supplies are often 
priced on a “first of month” (“FOM”) price while daily supply is more likely to be priced at a 
daily price.  Both of these prices are often derived from an “index” that is calculated by an 
industry journal based upon a sampling of fixed-price transactions.  The daily market can be 
quite volatile, while the first of month or baseload price is often less volatile. 
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In Missouri, and many other states, the procurement of the wholesale supply and related 
interstate pipeline transportation is recovered through a PGA clause or tariff. It is an 
automatic adjustment that tracks the “actual cost of gas”. Actual gas costs have been 
viewed as being primarily a cost that is outside much of an LDC’s control due to the 
unregulated natural gas supply markets and the FERC-regulated interstate pipeline market.  
In fact, only natural gas costs can be passed through the PGA/ACA mechanism. Other costs 
are addressed in the context of a general rate case.  Although this Commission does not 
regulate the cost of wholesale natural gas or the interstate natural gas pipeline 
transportation, it does conduct an annual review of the reasonableness of the gas 
procurement procedures and decisions related to procuring the supply and transportation. 

Title for natural gas will typically pass from the gas producer or marketer to the LDC 
depending on the underlying delivery point of the contract. By the time the gas supply 
reaches the LDC’s distribution system, the only parties that hold title to the gas supply are 
the LDC or its transportation customers. 

In the ACA or true-up process, a comparison is made between the “actual costs” of the gas 
supply and transportation invoices to the PGA revenues billed to the customers of the LDC. 
Any differences between the “actual gas costs” and billed PGA revenues is either returned 
to the customer in the case of an “over-recovery” or collected from the customer in the case 
of an “under-recovery.”  These procedures are set out in each LDC’s tariffs. 

The Proposed Procurement and PGA Procedure for the RNG Project 

The Project as proposed by Spire contemplates acquiring the raw biogas from the Blue River 
WWTP owned by Kansas City.20  Spire would then own and operate an RNG upgrading 
facility that cleans this raw biogas into a pipeline quality product that is comparable 
and interchangeable with the traditional natural gas procured by Spire.21  This RNG is 
injected into the Spire distribution system that is near the Blue River WWTP.  Spire estimates 
that this RNG will have been “transformed” into over 175,000 MMBtu of pipeline quality 
gas per year.22  Spire also estimates it is enough supply to serve 2,500 customers,23 and 
from that standpoint, this is a very small quantity of gas on a system that serves over 
500,000 customers. 

One way of viewing the RNG project is that Spire is producing the RNG to make it usable in 
its distribution system.  From a PGA standpoint, it provides Spire with about 175,000 MMBtu 
of gas that can displace its traditional fossil-based geological supply.  Since Spire will have 

20 Case No. GA-2026-0121, Bouselli Direct Testimony, page 3, lines 16-18. 
21 Case No. GA-2026-0121, Bouselli Direct Testimony, page 5, lines 16-19.  
22 Case No. GA-2026-0121, Bouselli Direct Testimony, page 3, lines 18-20.
23 Case No. GA-2026-0121, Bouselli Direct Testimony, page 4, line 2.
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title to the RNG as it flows on its distribution system,24 it has the ability to use that gas supply 
to serve customers in the Kansas City distribution system.  Since Spire’s proposal is to either 
collect its cost of manufacturing the RNG in a general rate case or incrementally in a 
surcharge,25 there should be no requested recovery in the PGA.  The cost of the gas from a 
PGA standpoint would be zero. From an ACA view, the gas supply would be mixed with other 
gas supplies in the area and consumed in customers’ homes. That would result in PGA 
revenues for the 175,000 MMBtu at the prevailing PGA rate. If no further accounting 
adjustments are made in the PGA/ACA process, the RNG would have no cost for PGA 
purposes while PGA revenues for the 175,000 MMBtu sales would be returned to the 
customers in the PGA/ACA reconciliation.  

If the Commission approves the Applications, for purposes of PGA accounting, Staff 
recommends that a monthly invoice be developed to show the volumes of RNG produced 
and delivered to the distribution system at a zero cost of gas. No further entries or ACA 
accounting adjustments would be necessary on the revenue side of the ACA reconciliation. 

RNG Benefits 

Voluntary  RNG projects are authorized by statute and related rule that provide mechanisms 
for recovery of RNG project costs.26  A recent resolution (GAS-2) of the National Association 
of Regulatory Commissions (NARUC) supported RNG as a Strategic Energy Resource to 
Enhance Economic Growth, Reliability, Emissions Reductions.27 That resolution cited 
various ancillary benefits from RNG for emissions reduction and energy system resilience.  
The addition of RNG also offers a diversity of energy resources that was also cited in the 
resolution.  However, it is important to note that while citing economic and environmental 
objectives, rate impacts to customers and the overall public interest must be considered. 

Avoided Gas Costs 

A critical aspect of the Program Application relates to Spire’s analysis of the cost of the 
project as compared to “Avoided Gas Cost Per MMBtu”. The spreadsheet analysis was 
provided with Spire’s Program Application as Confidential Appendix 2 and is essentially a 
type of **   

.  ** The bottom-line impact of this analysis is contained on the 
spreadsheet’s summary tab.  Spire appears to be saying that the estimated per MMBtu cost 
of the project far exceeds the amount that would be saved by assuming 175,000 MMBtu of 
fossil-based natural gas that is displaced by RNG. The **  ** per MMBtu is 

24 Case No. GO-2026-0122, Bouselli Direct Testimony, page 10, line 13.
25 Case No. GO-2026-0122, Bouselli Direct Testimony, page 9, lines 12-18. 
26 See Section 386.895, RSMo., and Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.100. 
27 See NARUC Resolution as Appendix D, page 9.
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characterized as the “Avoided Gas Cost Per MMBtu” and represents the commodity cost of 
gas that would be avoided if RNG was available.  Unfortunately, this avoided gas cost 
estimate does not come close to the estimated per MMBtu project costs (Project Life Gas 
Cost Per MMBtu). 

Below are Spire’s numbers of the cost of the project as compared to “Avoided Gas Cost 
Per MMBtu”: 

** 
 

    

 
   

 
    

  

** 

In looking at how the proposed RNG supply might fit into Spire’s PGA portfolio, it becomes 
clear that this supply is more of a steady “baseload” type of supply.  It is not a peak day 
resource or a supply that has optionality (like storage or some types of variable gas supply) 
to justify higher costs than “first of month” or baseload pricing.  The daily volumes and even 
monthly volumes are so small, the RNG really cannot be characterized as a type of price 
hedge that would have a material hedging impact on the cost of gas. It could be argued that 
fixed transportation charges might be relevant to a long-term analysis, but even when adding 
those, the avoided cost is nowhere near the per unit project costs of **   ** per MMBtu. 

It is difficult to justify this RNG premium to traditional fossil-based natural gas even when 
recognizing various intangible or qualitative benefits from RNG.  This project is not justified 
from a PGA or gas procurement standpoint. 

 
TMF AND TARTAN ENERGY CRITERIA 

Staff utilizes the concepts of Technical, Managerial, and Financial capacities (“TMF”) in 
reviewing certain CCN applications.  It is Staff’s position that Spire has the ability to secure 
funding, to oversee construction of any necessary upgrades or repairs or new construction, 
and to successfully manage operations of the Project. 

When considering a request for a new CCN, the Commission applies criteria originally 
developed in a CCN case filed by the Tartan Energy Company and referred to now as the 
“Tartan criteria.” The Tartan criteria contemplate 1) the need for service; 2) the utility ’s 
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qualifications; 3) the utility’s financial ability; 4) the economic feasibility of the proposal; and 
5) promotion of the public interest.  Similar to the TMF capacities in previous CCN cases, 
Staff’s investigation relates to the proposed acquisition. The results of Staff’s investigation 
are outlined below: 

(1) Need for Service 

There is not a need for service, as service is already provided to customers by Spire.  It is 
Staff’s position that there is not a need for RNG as an alternative to existing service, as the 
needs of customers are already met by existing fossil gas sources.  As explained above, the 
RNG will provide no significant benefit in maintaining reliability or safety.  

(2) Applicant’s Qualifications 

Spire is currently engaged in providing natural gas services in approximately 41 different 
counties of Missouri and the City of St. Louis.28  Spire is in good standing with the Secretary 
of State’s office, is subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission and holds a franchise to 
serve in the area requested.  It is Staff’s position that Spire is qualified to provide service. 

(3) Applicant’s Financial Ability 

Staff investigated whether Spire (or “Applicant”) has the financial ability to construct, install, 
own, operate, maintain, and otherwise control and manage equipment and facilities for the 
production, processing, pipeline interconnection, and distribution of renewable natural gas 
(the “Project”).29   

Staff examined the cost of the Project and the financing plan of Spire.  The estimated 
Project cost, approximately **    ** before federal tax incentives or capitalized 
interest during construction, was included in the capital expenditure plan supporting 
the financing authority approved in Case No. GF-2025-0053.30  In addition, Spire has taken 
steps to apply for tax incentives after the completion of the project under the Inflation 
Reduction Act of 2022.31 

Considering Spire’s financial capacity, the Applicant has the ability to provide the service.  
According to the 5-year capital expenditure plan, Spire will invest approximately 
**    ** during the 2026–2030 period.32  Spire indicated that the Project cost was 
included in the capital expenditure plan supporting the financing application.33  Currently, 

28 Case No. GR-2021-0108, Spire Missouri’s tariff Sheet nos. 1-1.2. 
29 Paragraph 7, The Application. 
30 Paragraph 19, The Application. 
31 Spire Missouri Response to Staff Data Request 0008. 
32 Spire Missouri Response to Staff Data Request 0004. 
33 Page 9, lines 16-17, Eric Bouselli’s Direct Testimony. 
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Staff has no concerns regarding Spire's financial risk profile.  According to the pro forma 
analysis conducted by Spire, the financial ratios would not significantly change.34  Spire is a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Spire, Inc.  Spire Inc.'s targeted 10-year capital expenditure 
through 2035 is $11.2 billion.35  Standard & Poor’s (“S&P”) and Moody’s both rated Spire and 
Spire Inc. as investment grade. S&P assigned a rating of “BBB+” to both companies, while 
Moody’s rated Spire as “A1” and Spire Inc. as “Baa2” respectively.36  Because the proposed 
total cost of the Project represents approximately 5% of Spire’s average annual capital 
expenditure, it is reasonable to conclude that Spire possesses the financial capability to 
undertake the Project. 

(4) Economic Feasibility of the Proposal 

The Cambridge Dictionary defines “economic feasibility” as “the degree to which the 
economic advantages of something to be made, done, or achieved are greater than the 
economic costs.”37  

As part of its investigation in this case, Staff reviewed the Spire internal cost analysis 
used to justify the Project.  This analysis was attached as Appendix 5 to the application 
in Case No. GA-2026-0121.38  As noted earlier in this memorandum, Spire’s analysis 
computed an estimated levelized average cost of gas over the **    ** year life of the project 
of **    ** per MMBtu.  The estimated levelized average cost of gas with consideration 
of avoided gas costs is **    ** per MMBtu.   

Spire’s Analysis 
Spire’s analysis included several assumptions.  Changes to these assumptions can have a 
meaningful impact to the levelized cost of gas.  Staff has included a sensitivity analysis of 
the more impactful assumptions in this memorandum. Staff has identified some 
recommended changes to the analysis that Staff believes result in a more accurate 
projection of the average cost of gas over the life of the Project.  

Staff Recommended Changes to Spire’s Feasibility Analysis  

• Staff recommends using the gross capital investment projected for the project for 
purposes of calculating rate base investment and depreciation.  Spire used the 
gross capital investment less 30% for the Inflation Reduction Act (“IRA”) Investment 
Tax Credits (“ITC”).  Staff included the estimated capitalized interest, commonly 

34 Spire Missouri Response to Staff Data Request No. 0002 (No. 0010.1, GF-2025-0053). 
35 Slide 10, Spire Inc.’s Year-end Fiscal 2025 Update, provided in response to Staff Data Request 0004. 
36 S&P Capital IQ Pro. Retrieved in March 13, 2026. 
37 ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY definition | Cambridge English; 
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/economic-feasibility?q=Economic+Feasibility. 
38 The same analysis is attached as Appendix 2 to the application in Case No. GO-2026-0122.
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referred to as Allowance for Funds used During Construction (“AFUDC”) in the rate 
base investment.  For ratemaking purposes, the gross capital investment would be 
utilized for rate base, book depreciation, and property tax purposes.  This change 
increases the estimated levelized average cost of gas.  

• Staff recommends increasing the capital expenditures by at least the annual 
inflation assumption of 3%.  The capital expenditures for this project were 
estimated at January 2025.  Spire assumed 3% annual O&M inflation for the 
operation of the RNG facility.  The commissioning of the facility is projected to occur 
in February 2027 assuming the Commission approves this application.  This change 
increases the estimated levelized average cost of gas. 

• Staff recommends including an amortization of the Investment Tax Credit over the 
life of the project.  This ratemaking treatment assumes Spire can utilize the tax 
credits to offset its tax liability.  In the alternative, Spire can monetize these credits.  
This change decreases the estimated levelized average cost of gas, but is mitigated 
by not assuming immediate monetization of the tax credits.   

With Staff’s changes to Spire’s analysis, the estimated levelized average cost of gas over the 
**    ** year life of the project of **    ** per MMBtu.  The estimated levelized average 
cost of gas with consideration of avoided gas costs is **    ** per MMBtu.   

Sensitivity Analysis 
Variations of the assumptions utilized by Spire can have a significant impact on the levelized 
cost of gas.  Below are the impacts on the levelized cost of gas based on changes of the main 
assumptions in Spire’s analysis: 

• Capital expenditures: for each 1% increase of capital expenditures, the levelized 
cost of gas increases by $0.22.  

• Market price of Renewable Identification Number (“RIN”):39 for each $0.01 
reduction in the market price of RIN, the levelized cost of gas increases by $0.05. 

Therefore, it is Staff’s position that the project is not economically feasible, as the costs are 
significantly greater than the economic advantages of the project. 

39 The Program Application at paragraph 19 states that Spire “expects the Project to generate D3 Renewable 
Identification Numbers (‘RINs’) under the Environmental Protection Agency’s Federal Renewable Fuel 
Standard (‘RFS’) and intends to sell these attributes to offset the cost of the gas generated from the Project for 
our Missouri West customers and to share revenue with KC Water per the Agreement.”  Additionally, Spire “will 
be working with Anew to facilitate the certification and marketing of the RINs or other certification in an 
alternative attribute market.  The value of the RINs is subject to market conditions and can fluctuate over time.” 
Program Application at paragraph 19.  
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(5) Promotion of the Public Interest 

It is Staff’s position that this project does not promote the public interest. Resiliency 
and reliability are not significantly improved by such a small amount of gas supply. 
The KC Water Blue River WWTP sewage processing plant flares the biogas Spire intends to 
recover and recycle into natural gas, and aims to reduce the amount of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (“CO2e”) emitted into the atmosphere. KC Water projections of reduced CO2e 
of approximately 20,000 tons annually.40  Comparatively, in 2023 the Kansas City region 
alone emitted 27.2 million metric tons of CO2e.41  The resulting impact of a 20,000-ton 
reduction in CO2e is a 0.07%, or a seven-hundredths of a percent, decrease in emission 
levels. Narrowing the scope to focus on the City of Kansas City only, the City has a CO2e 
value of 17.842 tons per person and an estimated population of 516,032,43 which results 
in an estimated value of 9,185,369.6 tons of CO2e emissions. Looking solely at the 
emissions of Kansas City, the reduction of 20,000 tons of CO2e emissions results in a 
decrease of approximately 0.2%, or a two-tenths of a percent, in emission levels. 
Comparing the estimated emissions this Project plans to reduce to either the Kansas City 
region emissions or the City of Kansas City emissions show that the overall impact is minute.  
Staff can appreciate that preventing 20,000 tons of CO2e from entering the atmosphere 
at the Blue River WWTP is no small feat. However, with the impact of the reduction in 
emissions relative to the total emissions for Kansas City being minuscule, the Project 
cannot be justified by Staff as being reasonable and does not promote the public interest for 
Spire customers. 

It also needs to be noted that the contract between Kansas City and Spire mentions that the 
City has implemented a plan to become carbon neutral by 2040.44  The state of Missouri, 
however, does not have such a plan. The plan for carbon neutrality and having the 
development of a biogas facility to fulfill said plan should be taken into consideration 
regarding the Spire customers paying for the actual construction of the Project. Since the 
cost of constructing and maintaining the Project is planned to be borne by ratepayers that 
do not all live in Kansas City, with the purpose of fulfilling a requirement set forth entirely by 
the City and not the state of Missouri, Staff does not agree that the Project promotes the 
public interest for all Spire West customers. 

40 GA-2026-0121, Spire Missouri Witness Eric Bouselli, direct testimony, page 10, line 16. 
41 SSG, & Hoxie Collective LLC (2025 November), Climate Action Technical Report, Kansas City Regional 
Climate Action Technical Report, November 2025 
42 Climate Action, City of Kansas City, Official Website: Climate Action | CITY OF KANSAS CITY | OFFICIAL 
WEBSITE (n.d.). https://www.kcmo.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/7190/637695609843430000 
43 U.S. Census Bureau, “QuickFacts: Kansas City, Missouri”, QuickFacts, 2025  U.S. Census Bureau 
QuickFacts: Kansas City, Missouri, accessed on March 13, 2026. 
44 Appendix 1, page 1 section D.
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OTHER ISSUES 

Spire is current on its natural gas PSC assessment payments, is current on its annual 
reports, and is in good standing with the Secretary of State’s office. Spire has no proceeding 
before the Commission that should impact the outcome of this case. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Staff’s position, based on its review as described herein, is that the cost incurred for RNG to 
be produced by Spire in conjunction with KC Water’s Blue River WWTP is not necessary or 
convenient for the public service. Staff, therefore, does not recommend approval of the 
requested CCN or Renewable Natural Gas Program Applications. 

However, if the Commission chooses to approve either or both of the Applications Staff 
recommends the following conditions: 

1. Spire must obtain detailed location information on each existing underground facility 
either crossed by or in close proximity to its proposed pipeline route, and contact and 
coordinate with the owners of each facility which may be the source of or suffer from 
the effects of stray currents to determine what mitigation measures are needed. 

2. Prior to accepting gas from the RNG facility onto its natural gas distribution system, 
Spire must seek and be granted a waiver from each requirement of Commission Rule 
20 CSR 4240-10.030 that Spire does not intend to follow. 

3. Staff recommends that a monthly invoice be developed to show the volumes of RNG 
produced and delivered to the distribution system at a zero cost of gas.  

4.  That nothing in the Commission’s order shall be considered a finding by the 
Commission of the value of this Project for rate making purposes, and that the 
Commission reserve the right to consider the rate making treatment to be afforded 
and its impact on cost of capital, in any later rate proceeding, including a 
determination of inclusion in rate base. 
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Appendix A 

Staff Analysis of Pipe Specifications 

Note – this is a preliminary evaluation based on pipe specifications only.  More 

comprehensive evaluations of compliance with applicable requirements of the 

Commission’s pipeline safety standards in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030 for 

materials, pipe and component design, welding, corrosion control, and testing1 will be 

conducted during inspections of pipeline construction and testing if the Commission 

approves the project. 

A. Pipeline Design Criteria:

With some limited exceptions that apply to existing pipelines, natural gas pipelines may 

not be operated at a pressure that exceeds the lower of:2 

1. The design pressure of the weakest element in the segment, determined in

accordance with Section (3) and (4) of Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030.

o Section (3) provides the design formula for steel pipe:= 2   

Where: 

P = Design pressure in pounds per square inch (or kPa) gauge;  

S = Yield strength in pounds per square inch (or kPa) determined in 

accordance with subsection (3)(D);  

D = Nominal outside diameter of the pipe in inches (or millimeters); 

t = Nominal wall thickness of the pipe in inches (millimeters). 

F = Design factor determined in accordance with subsection (3)(F);  

1 Applicable sections of Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030 include: Sections (2) – Materials, (3) – Pipe 
Design, (4) – Design of Pipeline Components, (5) – Welding of Steel in Pipelines, (9) – Requirements for 
Corrosion Control, and (10) – Test Requirements. 
2 Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(12)(M) – Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure – Steel or Plastic 
Pipelines.  Exceptions may apply in certain circumstances to existing pipelines that are converted to gas 
service under subsection (1)(H) or uprated under section (11) of Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030. 
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E = Longitudinal joint factor determined in accordance with subsection 

(3)(G); and  

T = Temperature derating factor determined in accordance with subsection 

(3)(H). 

o Section (4) provides design criteria for pipeline components.  The currently

effective Commission Rule requires that each component of a pipeline must

be able to withstand operating pressures and other anticipated loadings

without impairment of its serviceability with unit stresses equivalent to those

allowed for comparable material in pipe in the same location and kind of

service.3

2. The pressure obtained by dividing the highest pressure to which the segment was

tested after construction or uprated.

o For steel pipe operated at **

 **

o Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(10)(B)1 states that no person may

operate a new segment of pipeline until it has been tested in accordance

with the requirements of section (10) and subsection (12)(M) of Commission

Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030.

3. For existing pipe, the highest actual operating pressure to which the segment was

subjected during the five years preceding the date in the second column of the table

in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(12)(M)C., unless the segment was tested

in accordance with subparagraph (23)(M)1.B after the applicable date in the third

column of the table, or the segment was uprated in accordance with section (11).

4. The pressure determined by the operator to be the maximum safe pressure after

considering and accounting for records of material properties, including material

properties verified in accordance with subsection (12)(E) if applicable, and the

3 20 CSR 4240-40.030(4)(B)1. 
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history of the pipeline segment, including known corrosion and the actual operating 

pressure. 

B. Spire’s Proposed Pipelines:

Spire is proposing to construct two new steel pipelines, the KCWW RNG pipeline 

and the Spire Proposed Pipeline.  Since the **  ** of these pipelines differs, Staff 

has evaluated separately.  

Certain provisions in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240.030(12)(M) do not apply to 

newly constructed natural gas pipelines.  These are: 

Exceptions provided for pipe that is converted to service in accordance with

subsection (1)(H) or uprated in accordance with section (11) of Commission

Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030.

Criteria in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(12)(M)C that apply to

pipelines in operation before the effective dates in the second column of the

table in this paragraph of the rule, which range from July 1, 1970 to March 15,

2006, since new pipelines are required to be pressure tested in accordance

with subparagraph (12)(M)1.B. of 20 CSR 4240-40.030.

Additionally, pressure testing is a requirement under Commission rules prior to 

operation,4 but cannot be conducted until after the pipeline is constructed.   

Therefore, for purposes of this evaluation of the preliminary design of proposed new 

pipelines, the evaluation is based on design formula for steel pipe in Commission Rule 20 

CSR 4240-40.030(3)(C). 

B.1 KCWW RNG Pipeline

Values used for the KCWW RNG pipeline in the design formula for steel pipe 

in 20 CSR 4240-40.030(3)(C) are as follows:5 

P = value to be calculated; 

4 20 CSR 4240-40.030(10)(B)1 requires that no person may operate a new segment of pipeline, or return to 
service a segment of pipeline until it has been tested in accordance with Section (10) and subsection (12)(M). 
5 Values are from Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2 unless otherwise stated. 
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** 6

  ** 

F = Design factor will be determined by class location, as determined by the 

method provided in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(1)(C).  For 

purposes of this evaluation, design pressure has been calculated for 

each of the four class location categories; 

** 7

8 ** 

Substituting these values into the design formula for steel pipe in 

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(3)(C) results in the following equation:  

**   ** 

Using the Design Factor (F) values for each of the four class locations from the table 

in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(3)(F) results in the following calculated design 

pressures for each class location: 

Design Pressure (psi), 
Calculated Class Location Design Factor 

**  ** 1 0.72 

**  ** 2 0.6 

6 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2 provides the following: ** 

 ** 
7 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2 provides the following: ** 

 ** 
8 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0013 states that the ** 

 ** 
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Design Pressure (psi), 
Calculated Class Location Design Factor 

**  ** 3 0.5 

** ** 4 0.4 

** 

 ** 

B.2 Spire Planned Pipeline

Values used for the Spire Planned pipeline in the design formula for steel 

pipe in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(3)(C) are as follows9: 

P = value to be calculated; 

** 10 

 ** 

F = Design factor will be determined by class location, as determined by the 

method provided in Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(1)(C).  For 

purposes of this evaluation, design pressure has been calculated for 

each of the four class location categories; 

** 11

12 ** 

9 Values are from Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2 unless otherwise stated. 
10 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2 provides the following: ** 

 ** 
11 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0018.2 provides the following: ** 

 ** 
12 Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0013 states that the **

 ** 
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Substituting these values into the design formula for steel pipe in 

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-40.030(3)(C) results in the following equation:     ** 

Using the Design Factor (F) values for each of the four class locations from the table 

in 20 CSR 4240-40.030(3)(F) results in the following design pressures calculated for  

each class: 

Design Pressure (psi), 
Calculated Class Location Design Factor 

** ** 1 0.72 

** ** 2 0.6 

**  ** 3 0.5 

** ** 4 0.4 

** 

 ** 
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Expanded view of Pipeline Route (Confidential) 

**  

**
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Appendix C 

Gas Quality 

A. Monitoring

The Commission’s gas quality standards for RNG are found in 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10) and 
are summarized in the table below.  Section (11) of 20 CSR 4240-10.030 requires that each 
gas utility that receives or transports RNG on its gas transmission and distribution systems 
provide, install, operate, maintain and continuously monitor sensors and testing 
equipment to determine if the quality of NRG meets the requirements of Section (10). 

Staff’s comparison of the requirements of Sections (10) and (11) of 20 CSR 4240-10.030 to 
Spire’s RNG facility design is summarized below.   

Listing of Parameters Required to be Monitored 
(Unless otherwise specified, “Drawing No.”, “Instrument” and “Instrument Range” 

in this table refer to the Confidential Attachment CONF-167263_Spire_Blue 
River_90% Process Dwgs file, attached to Spire’s response to  

Staff Data Request 0009) 

Parameter (Units) Rule Limit  Drawing No. Instrument 
Instrument 

Measurement 
Range 

Heating Value 
(BTU) 950-1,200 13 **  ** **

** See Note 1 

Water, H2O, Vapor 
(lb/mmcf) 

14 **  ** ** 
 ** ** ** 

Liquids Free from 15 **  ** See Note 2 See Note 2 

Oxygen, O2 (v/v %) 16 **  ** ** 
 ** **  ** 

Hydrogen, H2 
(ppm) 

17 See Note 3 See Note 3 See Note 3 

Hydrogen Sulfide, 18 **  ** ** **  ** 

13 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(A) states: The gas shall have a gross heating value between nine hundred fifty 
(950) and one thousand two hundred (1,200) British thermal units (Btu) per dry standard cubic foot. For 
purposes of this rule, the term “gross heating value” when applied to a cubic foot of gas shall mean the
number of Btus produced by the complete combustion of the amount of gas that would occupy a volume of
one (1) cubic foot at fourteen and seventy-three hundredths (14.73) pounds per square inch absolute (psia)
at a temperature of sixty degrees Fahrenheit (60ºF). 
14 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(B) states: The gas shall not contain more than seven (7) pounds of water in vapor
phase per million cubic feet. 
15 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(C) states: The gas shall be free from hydrocarbons and water (H2O) in liquid state
at the temperatures and pressures delivered and shall not have a hydrocarbon dew point in excess of the
lower of forty degrees Fahrenheit (40ºF) or the gas delivery temperature. 
16 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(D) states: The gas shall not contain in excess of one percent (1%) by volume of
oxygen (O2), and every reasonable effort shall be made to keep the gas completely free of oxygen.
17 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(E) states: The gas shall not contain more than four hundred (400) parts per million
(ppm) of hydrogen (H2)
18 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(F) states: The gas shall not contain more than one-half (0.5) grain of hydrogen 
sulfide (H2S) per one hundred (100) cubic feet.

Case No. GA-2026-0121 / GO-2026-0122 
CONFIDENTIAL Schedule KM-r2, Page 32 of 45



Listing of Parameters Required to be Monitored 
(Unless otherwise specified, “Drawing No.”, “Instrument” and “Instrument Range” 

in this table refer to the Confidential Attachment CONF-167263_Spire_Blue 
River_90% Process Dwgs file, attached to Spire’s response to  

Staff Data Request 0009) 

Parameter (Units) Rule Limit  Drawing No. Instrument 
Instrument 

Measurement 
Range 

H2S (gr/ccf)  ** 
Total Sulfur, S 
(gr/ccf) 

19 **  ** ** 
 ** See Note 5 

Carbon Dioxide, 
CO2 (v/v %) 

20 **  ** **
 ** **  ** 

Nitrogen, N2 (v/v 
%) 

21 **  ** ** 
 ** **  ** 

Temperature (ºF) 40 – 100 22 **  ** See Note 6 See Note 6 
Impurities Free from 23 See Note 7 See Note 7 See Note 7 
microbial 
organism Free from 24 See Note 8 See Note 8 See Note 8 

Note 1: Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0019 states in part: 

** 

19 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(G) states: The gas shall not contain more than twenty (20) grains of total sulfur per 
one hundred (100) cubic feet. 
20 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(H) states: The gas shall not contain more than two percent (2%) by volume of 
carbon dioxide (CO2). 
21 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(I) states: The gas shall not contain more than three percent (3%) by volume of 
nitrogen (N2). 
22 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(J) states: The gas shall be at a temperature between forty degrees Fahrenheit 
(40ºF) and one hundred degrees Fahrenheit (100ºF); 
23 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(K) states: The gas shall be substantially free from impurities that may cause 
excessive fumes when combusted in a properly designed and adjusted burner. 
24 20 CSR 4240-10.030(10)(L) states: The gas shall not contain, either in the gas or in any liquid within the gas, 
any microbial organism, active bacteria, or bacterial agent capable of contributing to or causing corrosion or 
other operational problems. For purposes of this rule, microbial organisms, bacteria, and bacterial agents 
include sulfate reducing bacteria (SRB) and acid producing bacteria (APB). 
25 Staff notes that the units BTU/dscf refers to British Thermal Units per dry standard cubic foot. 
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 ** 

Note 2: Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0021 states in part: **

 ** 

Note 3: Spire’s response to Staff Data Request 0022 states: “Based on published literature 
and prior project experience, hydrogen is not expected to be encountered in wastewater 
treatment plant biogas and therefore RNG. Furthermore, the City conducted raw biogas 
sampling and analysis through GTI Energy’s laboratory as part of the RFP process and 
hydrogen was not detected in the biogas. There are no current plans to monitor hydrogen.” 

Note 4:  Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0023 states in part: **

 ** 

Note 5:  Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0024 states in part: **

  ** 

Note 6:   Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0010 states in part: **

 ** 

Note 7:  Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0026 states in part: ** 

 **

Note 8:   Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0020.1 states: ** 

** 

Staff notes that Spire does not intend to monitor for hydrogen (See Note 3) and 
intends to ** ** 
(See Note 8).  
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B. Control

Commission Rule 20 CSR 4240-10.030(12) requires that each gas utility receiving or 
transporting RNG on its gas transmission and distribution systems shall install an isolation 
device at each location where manufactured gas or RNG is delivered to its natural gas 
pipeline systems. Each isolation device shall be designed and operated to completely 
isolate the source of manufactured gas or RNG from the downstream pipeline when the 
gas does not meet the quality standards in section (10) of this rule, as determined by the 
monitoring and testing performed in section (11) of this rule. 

Documents submitted with Spire’s confidential response to Staff Data Request 0009 show 
** 

** 
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Resolutions 
Adopted by the 

Board of Directors 
of the 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 

at the 

February 8 – 11, 2026 

NARUC Winter Policy Summit 

in Washington, D.C. 

If you are interested in this resolution, you should read the entire resolution 
and not rely on the truncated description in the Table Contents.  
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ERE-2/CPI-2 Resolution on Unlocking Energy Efficiency to Support Adequate Energy 
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